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ABSTRACT 
A study was conducted to investigate the validity of 
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prediction of Air Force technical training performance; moreover, 
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data alone provided more accurate predictions than did educational 
background alone. In many instances, separate race or sex group- 
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sub-group). Predictions based en educational information were more 
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1 I'RI DlCllON Ol   \IK K)l<( 1   II { llMCAl   \\i \IM\(. SlCCl SS 

1 KOS! \S\ \li AM) I l)t( AllON \1. liAlKl.ROl ND 

t SI MM\K\' 

llic .■hi.xli'.o -il tliLs sliui\ ^^J^ to (;i) lincsii- 
.l^-■ vi'ii.lil;. ..• 'In- \r'-i,\l S<.•r■.KL■^ S'cv.ith'ii.il 

\i'li!uil'j !i,ill-r. ( \S\ Mil .1';.! "■. cJi:i.ilh'i;.il 

.1.11.1 UT \r. I"i.;i' l^'iliMi..il lt.iHiin.'. (li) iii\.'.'Mi- 

■j.ilc UHIM'.IV ;'r^ Jivli'.i' ^iiiilMbiithUi ol holli 

cjij.ilu'ii.ii J.jt.i ;ind U'si J.ii.i 111 PICLIKIII.I; .\ir 

ri>r..; u-chiik.ii U^iiimi'.' MUvOss, .111(1 (c) .ivsC-vS 

lHiin""',-iicil> r' pii'iluliiii; -'.i.:.iti>iiis lnr --'il'- 

■jroiij's Jclincil h;. I:KJ ;IIUI sks. 

I)jt:i ucre i.i>lic^tcil iisiiu ASV Al!-.' I.u .ill \ii 

I i>r^c niMi-|'iiiir MT\KI' cnlisti.'.l .KLX'SMHIIN in 

Scpiciiihci 1''"'- i!i:o!i;.:ii O^iuhcr I''?";, llio 

.in.i!;.sos ii;^h;.!c 4> vlll^tL■rs ol OII1LS1I.'IJ U.iuiliu' 

v■llilr^■,•^ h,iM.'vl .iinm IICIJUCIKA coiuil-; ot 1..1M.■^ 
onkTi'ii mill v.iniiiis tc^hnK;il ^:olll^^.■^- I ho ni.iiur 
irit.TUMi >.s,is riii.il \LIUHI1 JLIIKMI SC). 

Koso.iuli r-.Mills (siiKO Wiu;.. \S ,ir I) luivo 

rrc.iiu'nli\ limii..! liijt lil.icks ilo Ics-, woll on UM 
:iiLMMii'.-s Ih.iii Jo \Miik-s. jio^vMbl". uuo lo MICKII. 

cvoiioinu'. .iiid i\hk.ition,il di-pnv;ition r.itlior III:MI 

poUiiIi.ii. Si\ l.iirncss ot lest-, is anollii.T prohkiii 
^liir-.TilK ill •.iii-;slioii Iv. rcsLMrcliLTs. I 111., sUuK 

rosiilicii Ironi .m AM ror..c \!ihtar\ Personnel 

(Vnlcr ( AiMl'C) rcviiiest lor an in\.csIi;.Mti;)n ol 

the eliuiie tairiies.s ot eilucalioii daUi as op|)osei.l to 

lest seores lor el.is.sitkation. 

Variables used in the stiuK v'.ere (a) an .\riiied 
lories Oii.ihtualion ^e^t (Al (/I ( seore aiul lour 

.Air f oree \i-iitude Indexes (,\l) (Meehaiiieal. 

.■Vdniiiiisttative. deneral. and 1 leetronies). (h) a 

series ot .-11 !iinar> .variables mdicalini; siiccesstiil 

completion or iion-eonipletjon of 41 specific liiiji 

school courses, (cl disposition from trainint; 

(eradtialion vs. tailiire). (dl final school ;.:rade. (e) 

ethnic identits (Caucasian. Ulack. or other minor- 

ity, (t') .sex (male or lemale). and (;j) course claster 

identitv. 

Half of the male Caucasians in each ol tlie 4."! 

clusters v,ere randomlv selected as an educational 

inde\ (II) development s.iinple. and ilie reniaimiii: 
c.iscs were used in cross-validation ot the I.I. 

validation o! the .\S\'.\li. and eipiity analyses. Ihe 

1:1 'Aas ha.sed on a unicjue V.ev derived Iroiii the 

binary course completion variable lor each case in 
each of the 4.! cliislers. 

I ,ich of the clusters was divided into race sub- 
samples  and   then   redivhied  into subsamples  ot 

iii.iles and leiiiales. N'alidities. usine. I.S(. .l^ 

Ltilerioii. weic then obtained lor (a) the loi.i! 

s.imple wiihiii e.ich cluster, (b) il.e siibsample< 

\Mlhiii e.iCh i.lusier d.et'ined In ra^e. .ind tc) the 

suiisamples ^^ ithm each cluster defined bv sex. 

Reeiessioiis were run to test the contribution of 

eiliKalional d.il.i lo test data .iiid lest data to 

ediK.itionai data in prediction ol 1 S(r. 

lesk of race and sex homoeeneity were run fir 

piediclioM models based on test dat.i only, educa- 

tional dal.i onlv. and lest and ediiclional data 

coi'ibined. 

Kesults indicated hiiiher /ero-ordci validities tor 

test dat.i than ci.lucalioii.il data Hie .-Mt/r 

valulilv was almost as hii;h. and in some c.ises 
liieher. tlian Ihe aptitude composite validities. 
1 indine.s show predictions based on educational 

information are more susceptible to race bias than 
those based on lest data. Data also indicated ihat 
race and sex ui.ii|ue predictions based on lest and/ 

or educ.itional data are not homoyeiieous. 

files are piesently beiiij; aupiiented u ith new 
Item resp.inse data. Later investiiiatiuns will 

examine a pi'iopriateiu'ss of composites as 

presentiv conslituted. seek more valid coinjxisites. 

consider the numtx^r of composites needed, and 

will ex.iinine fairness of these with respect to both 

r.ice and sox in anticipation of providins; data for 

test battery revision and improvemciit. 

((.  HACKCROl .Nl) 

Since Wiirld War I, a consistent research findini: 

has been that iilacks uenerally pcrf inn less well on 

test measures than do Whites. Tliis general finding 
his held reprdlcss of the test's cotumive content. 

It has been assumed by -sonie that tlie lower test 

performance of Blacks does not represent their 

true potential, but rather rellects social, economic. 

,md educational deprivation. .As a consei|uence. it 
h.is become fashionable lo attack lest measures as 

beiiii; unfair to minority individuals and irrelevant 

to the accurate juediction of later performances. 

More recently, similar concerns about employment 

op[ior tunities. lor women have been voiced. 
esp.eeialK with respect to mechanical and other 

traditionally male jobs. However, there has been 

rel.ilively little research of note with respect to sex 

lairness ol tests. . .   ■ 

■:■  y 
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N ii'.'.cIi'U ^l;i>'i','s li,i\L' tvcii iK'Mi'iK-il 111 .isvss 

Icsl I,II!:K-%^ .1: 1,1 v'ck ■Jlv-nijlivi- !iicjiuu'\ WIIKII 

.i^v ;:r.!lol;. r'-;!-,-.! !!ic iclc^.i:'! potciilul of ^.iiii'nN 

^u'ljr.i; ^.l!^;.•rl'J;l^ l! is !!,.u-J lli.il ,1 ti-,! t.iii be 

Jo.^r:''i.\! .IS t'i.iv.'J niiK n- the ^.)iik\i ,>| .1 |,,u>i 

,:i;jri.iii cv.'iit I ■roiip ilil l-,Tcii.,- 111 UAI pciloiin- 

,iiiv.c. n.) :'i.iiri'i i!,,u 1.11,-c, IS n.i! iiKlie;Hi\'e ul 

:::c isiUs'v.K-nl hi.is 'Ahi.'ii IIK- >li!k-ion^c is iissou 

.ih.-vl wi'.l' .; ^.i!-i;i.ii:ihi-,' Oil'I'lCn. 0 in .1 tliK-ium ol 

s'livcrt: Vs v.iih. .is I'l^.v \1,i!\ A-Di-s (..ml,.11 

ie;--.i|I, .1 .1 ,!;i.li i;i \\\nj: su,.li .1 ..Icriiiituui ut lii.is 
^.1'' i-:':li..il. sl.c |..i;u! •!.,,; r-.-ju'^siun t-.r.ijiions 
.•; \\- .ii i,:vfi s.h.i. li ■.■i.ulc ..II .iptitiulc I.iiiip.isili.'s 
^'.■.■iv .■s,L:i'i.iii> i:,,- s.iiin' 1,,. Uliiics :iiul Hl.kks 
.!!■.! ^..11 J'.iJ..\l i!i.ii i!n' iisi- ol Itrr viiiio inininiiiin 
.I11.1I1I1..1I1. .;i s^iTCs «:is nisiificd 

()lli..r siiulics (c s; . kiikjijirkk. Iwii. li.irrcll. 
>*^ K.1I/.II. lw,,,s, !.,;,,-/. 1>)(,M liavf tL-ndod to 
subU.iiili.iU' tl.c d;iiiii th.it lil.u-k ink-ium 
piTtiiriii.iiKO ni,i> bo aiulcrcslim.ilcj In scl'-Mioii 
pr.i..odur..-s. wliilc slill .1 dillVrciiI uroup dl stiulu's 
(Cjiiiphcll. I'll.-4. (.uuin. lupcs, .t Allos. I')7(lj. 
I'»70h; ShoiL- .V M;iih.n, l'»7:. Iciiopw. I')(i7) 
huvo liuind lliat Hljck crilL-rnui porrornijiice lends 
111 bo .it'oroslinijlcd b> Icsls. Mjiiy oliliosc studies 
!i.i\c K-oii suh)ccIod I.) criticism which li.is 
uoiicrallv hiiiL-od on ditlorini; doriiiilioiis ol' luas: 
ruimor.)ii; 111.idols tn. Ijimoss m sclcclinii lost nso 
have been [ir.ip.ised to .ipliim/o vjnous del'iiiilioiis 
ot ot|iiil,ible or Ijir oiuplov mem opportimiI\. 1 m 
a sutnmarN ol' these m.idols. sec Cole, l')7.v It is 
important that researcli demoiistrale not oriK 
overall predictive utililv oT solectloii measiiies but 
utility and snnijarilv of relationship within various 
siih[-Hipulations as well. Ik-> ond that, the decision 
about the way in v.hich a i.alid test is to bo used is 
a policy matter. 

In Scptenibor l*>7.^, the .Air lorce discontinued 
use of the AlOT and the ,\]rmaii (jualifv ine 
l-.xamination (.AQF) for nonpnor service enlisted 
selection and initial classification in favor of the 
ASVAB. In compulation of Al lor the AQi:. extra 
raw score points were awarded tor c<iiiiplction of 
certain liijji school courses. This was ba.sod on a 
scries of studios which had demonstrated iini(|uo 
predictive validity for luuli school course infor- 
mation m the context of test data (Brokaw, |9f..V 
Judy. I'XiO. 1%.^; Ixc/nar. 1%4). 

In tlio convorsi.in to ASVAIi, educational 
points were dropped troiii the composites. Hiis 
was mainly because inclusion of such points 
penalized service applicants who were tested while 
still in hidi school: this was critical after the 
decision to accept scopes achieved in the iiistilii- 

ii.iiial icsiiin' I'looiaiii lor onlisiiiienl purposes 
l"I!<i\Mni' ;.'i,idii,ilioii 111 .i.ldili..ii. subsoi|iiont 
.in.ilyscs indk.it.d llul. 111 opci.ilniii.il jpplk,iii,.n, 
id;k.ilioii.ii il.ii.i's c.iiilubiuioii lo valulitv \v;'> 
lelalivcK iiuii.ir (usii.ilK oiihaiuuir v.ilulit\ In 
.ili.uil .1).-^ , .iiici.ilional points), but its inchisinn 
iiKioasod coiiol.ilion anion;.: L.i!iip.'Mlos b\ ,m 
.r.'prot i.ilil,- .iii'iiunl 

lii\,iusc ill the l,iio I'liiOs ,111.1 ciiK l')7llslosls 
li.id conic uiuici Mich osiioiiic ciilicisin ,is hoiiu 
bi.ised louaul miiniiiiios, it u ,LS llioirjil llijt 
lOscitsh into selection and classillcalioii 
lochnu|iies olhoi lh,iii traditional aptitude tests 
mioht pnue uoilhwhile. ('onso<|uoiill>, an iiucsti- 
I'.ilioii ol the ethnic lairness ot educational d.ila 
w.is inilialod. However, a review of previous .Air 
I oice resoaich on use of educational d.ila 
indicated that. 

I K,ice and sex wore not included as vari,iblos 
m the studies. 

2. lyjiically. validits of the .A(.)l-,'s selector 
composite for a specialty w;is hijiher than the 
validity of a composite of educational vaiiablos, 

.V l.diicational variables contributed siiyiifi- 
caiill> to test variables in the prediction of training 
SUCCOS.S. but their uiii(|ue contribution was less 
lli.in the iim(|ue contribution of test variables. 

I'm poses ol this study are to (a) iiivestipte 
validity of the ASVAB and of educational data for 
Air l-orce technical training, (b) investigate uni(|uc 
predictive contribution of both educational data 
and test data m predicting Air Force technical 
training success, and (c) assess homoiveneily of 
prediction cciuations for subgroups defined by race 
and sex. Data a.ssembled for these analyses cover 
Air I'orce accessions for .SepiemlK'r l')7.> througli 
October |v>75, a period when A.SVAH I'orm .^ was 
used lor /\ir I oice production testing. 

Data Description 

.\ basic data file was developed from a collation 
of the /\ir Force's IVoccssing and ("lissiticalion of 
lailistecs (I'ACF) file with ,Vjr Foice technical 
training files. The file included all .Air Force non- 
prior service enlisted accessions in September l')73 
thiougli October 1''7.^. F'rei|ucncy counts of cases 
entered into various technical courses were 
obtained; on the basis of these counts and 
cotisiderition of course similanty. si>ecialtics were 
aggiegalcd into 45 clusters for analysis. Inspection 
ot   K'chmcil   training  data  on   those 45  clusters 
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i.vjjloil •.li.il. !''r 'All ><', thcMi, lin.ll ^miisc ^!ilj 
Acri.- t:r.; rv^c! ili'il. cunsciUiciu'N. .in.iUsOs 

ri.-p>)rtcJ !i-.!J :.ic !>.i>-c>l >m 4.^ d'^i^lcrs o\ cnllslcd 
!i.ii:iiTiL- v.uiiv.-. I:i I!^^ ri->;H'il. il i-. imlcd ih.il, 

jiTii-i.iU'-. coui^c jllnlpKi rail's WL-ie iiiiiK- l^'w. .V 

j icMi'.t "1 l!iiM-'\tfJ!;io split, jjuss tail ilicluiloir.), 

ujs iiui.'Oi! lo be :i t.urU y<-i-i triti.Mi>'n toi tlic 

nuiii .in..l>vL's. ISd. wiiuh rclUvls dil!>.Tcni\'s iii 

L'!:vl pr>Hlut "iiujlitv." u.is Used ,is IIK- :II.II>>I 

v;ir..ri.>ii. 

\ .lIl.lbL-s   I'Jl.Uncd    HI    llu-   iWHklTl'J   lik-   \V0'0  1J) 

A:\ A1(.)1 S.OIC and Lus' An \^>w: Ais ( Mcchan- 
Kjl \d:;uii!siiati^c, (..ncral. and i kxlronics). all 
dcrr.L-d lior.i ASV Ml-'v (b) a -.^.-iics ol 11 lunaiN 

\jiKir.|i.-s indi.atinv MK\esst\i! ^■iiiiij'U-lion oi luui- 

cii:^ :'kti"ii I'l 41 siKMik hidi schi'.il ciuiiscs 
(ci'dod 1 i.>i Mu\L'ssl;il ^innpK-li.in. I) ^'IIlel^M^c); 

(_l disp..Mlpin tmai iiainin': (graduation \s. 

!aiUiK-» (dl liiial vluH'l ^radi- (availabk' on 

•jrjd'.iatcs i>nl>l. lot otlinic idcntiK (Caucasian. 

HI.Kk. or other imiiotU\ t.d") SLA (iii.ilc or k-nialc(: 

an.l I .■ 1 course ,.lusti.T ideiillts. 

Proa'duR' 

Ibi: hasK \i.oikiiv.' Ilk- w.is divided qu.isi- 

randoinl'. in.to W'.n tllcs. Wnhm each ol the 4;* 

clusters, h.ill ol the .callable Caucasian males were 
rand.^nU selected as an 1 I developnieiil sample: 

.'estrution to this one l;^^)up W;LS to asoid 

depletion ot n!inoiH> ^as..'s lor later jiliases ot (he 

jnaUses. Kemamine .ases were held out in a 
second tile lor Use in ^ross-validatiou ol the I I. 

validation ol the AS\AH. and use in equit> 

aiKilw-s. 

I or eaili oi -he 4.; clusters, the II sample uxs 

dr.ided ituo A!) upper and lower criterion uroup 

Irom consideration ol the l\.so criterion varialiles. 

lai'iue .ases (lor \i.honi no I S(. .vas available) 

were avsiaied to the lower i;roiip alon;; with those 

irraduates with the lowest 1 S(.s. Hie 41 binary 

iiu'ii schixil vjourse \ariables were item analy/cd 

against this dichotom;.. aiul the sipiiticantly 

positneK correlated (at the .C.s level or better) 

one.s were assii-ined a scorine wcieJit of +1 while 

tJio<;e sliowinijsi'giiit'icant negative correlation were 

. assigned a scoring; wcidit of -1. Tlio 1-1 develop- 
ment samples were e\cluded from al! succeeding 

axiaUsc's, ilius. all validities reported in the study 

represent cross-validation values. 

For eacli remaining case in each of the 4.'i 

dusters, the educational variables were scored to 

obt.iin an I-:i using the key derived, as described 

above, ."^ote tlut a unique key was used for each 

ot the -1 > ciasters (i.e.. the key was b.iSed on 

aiiahs;s wil'm thai ^lusieik .\ll subsciiueni 

an.ilyses weie b.iscd on liie holdout cascs_.^d 
ap.alsses were ci>uducied lor each cluster 

separaiels. 

\alidilK-s ol .ill test measiiics and ol the II 

were cmputcd lor siibs.iinples (delined b\ race 

and be se\) in each ol tJie 4.> clusters, fo 

.icco!!iplish this. t!ie sample w xs liist divided mlo 

subs.ir.iples ol caucisians. Blacks, and other nunor- 

if. luenibeis. and iaiid.itiori.s were acc'iiuplisiied 

lor these race subs.imples. Ihes weie iben 

rediMded into subsamples ol nuiles and len'.ales. 

and the \alidations weie accomplished separately 
foi se\ subsamples. In addition, validities were 
computed loi the total s.nnple within each cluster 

(I.e. lor the clusier sample without regard to 

ethnic idenlilv or se\l I lie criterion used lor 
these v.ilKlalions w.i.s tinal s-liool grade, llie 

wilhin-subgroup salidalions \\eie aiCiMiiphshed 

onh lor subgroups with 24 or more cases. Hie 
total nunibei ol casesin a cluster, tlierelore. is not 

necessariK the sum i.A race or se\ subsamples upon 
which subsample validations were based since the 

clusters include sul'saniples wiih less than 24 cases. . 

Since current .Air force selection and inili;^! 

assiennient is based upon consideration ol both 
the AlUI score and one of the lour AIslMeclian- 

ical. .\dministralive. (lenerat. or i lectionicsk three 

regression models for use in testing the contribu- 

tion of educational data to test data in pretiiction 

ol final school grade and of test data's contribu- 

tion to ediicalional data in making these same 
predictions were established for each cluster, llic 

lull model employed the A! OT. the Selector Al. 

.ind the IT as predictors o\' I Sd. llie se-cond 

restricted model used Al QT and the Seleetor Al 

as predictors, and the third model employed only 

the IT as a predictor. Comparison llirougli the !■ 
statistic t^f predictive elfectiveness of the lull 
model with the predictive effectiveness oi the 

second model tests the independent contribution 

of the IT to prediction (the null hypothesis is th#t 

the 11. considered in the context of the test data, 
makes no contnbution to prediction of ISC). 

Similar comparison of the full model with the 

tliird model tests the hypothesis that the test data 
contribute nothing to prediction when considered 

in the context of the Kl. 

for each case in the cross-validation samples, a 

tile of certain basic predictors and a series of 

generated variables was esublished for use in 
testing race and sex equity hypotheses. Variables 

employed are identified as follows: 
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(R) Thiee ethnic icentity v.iriables-each van- 
able was buurv (codej 1 if a member of a defined 
raoe group. 0 otherwise). Itu- eroiifis eoded were 
^au.;i-uri. Ktok. .u'.d Litner mirnvritv. 

(SI 1I^V> -.-V iJeiitii) virubles bmap. vari- 
ables ijer'.ur. ii'.^: cavs ai 'i.ule ur female. 

• UTl \l (.IT s.o 
AS\.\li -A'.!,;, K 

ue^■l^^nls. 

eoiitmuoui seore  fmm 
d    lor   iiiiUal   seleeliuii 

iS.Ml   v;ect..r   Al 
ASSAH  ,; eJ m  ::;jkir, 
UM.-d   ■.'..1-,   !!ie   us.tjl   scleetoi 
eluster. 

^.ontinuoits  seore  ficim 
initial a.isii'.iKiienls. seore 

lie   tor   llie   job 

(Ul l,dav.a!i.n- Index derived fruin the 41 
edu.atUMial variables v,hiji uere keved against 
traiiiL';.: su^^evs. 

(1<\'.)[ I Three sanables tor inleractuni nf race 
*iih Al(.)| Pbiaiiied as the pr.Kl'.iet of each 
ethtij. ideriiitv variable in turn with the A[()T 
score (ihiis. tor a speci'^'c laee proup, the inter- 
a.rion vaiiaHle consists .^\ Al QT score for 
!;'e:"hers ..t ;nat .'roiip. and ot /.ero values I'or 
non-memhcrs). 

(R.\.\ll IT.ree vjriahjes for interaction of race 
'A,illi the selector Al computed like ( K.\(/f ) above, 
but ur.iriv; Selector Al rather than AlQI. 

(R.Xlh nuee variables tor interaction of race 
with 11 ...iripuled like (K.XOD above, but usini; 
tJie hi rather than \H)[. 

'S.XOll Two vanahles tor inleraction of se.\ 
wi.h AIQI computed as the product of tlic sex 
ideiititv variables with AIQT. 

(SXAll I'Ao variables I'or interaction of sex 
with si-le^iu Al computed as the product of sex 
identity vaiiables with the Selector Al. ' 

(SXil) [wo variables fi>r interaction of sex 
with ilie 11 computed as the product of sex 
identity vjnableswith the 1:1. 

To ascertain homoi'encity of separate race and 
sex prediction equations, a series of rcgrcs.sion 
models wjs established and compared via the !■ 
stanstic. Tile tiill models consisted of the appro- 
priate -binary member^hi|) variables (for race or 
sex) and the appropriate interactions. ("omparLsoii 
of the predictive elTiciency of this model with the 
predictive efliciency of appropriate ba.sic 
predictors only tests the hypothesis that race (or 
sex) rezressicsns are homoiteneous. If this com- 
parrson is sj^niRcar,!. then coinpari.s(,.ii of the full 
model with a model in wha.h the approjiriate ba.sic 

predictor vanables and member^p variables are 
included, but from winch the intcracTion variables 
are excluded, tests for homogeneity of regression 
slopes. 

It tlie hypodiesis of equation homogeneity is 
rejected, equation differences can be a function of 
(a) different eqiiation slopes (i.e., diffenng 
increases in predictor value per unit of critcnon 
increa,se). (b) different intercepts (i.e., equation 
constants), or (c) some combination of (a) and (b). 
nius. It the hypothesis of equation homogeneity is 
rejected. projH-r procedure is to lest nextVor slope 
homogeneity; if slo[x' homogeneity a not rejected. 
It can be assumed that the difference is attribu- 
table to inte;cept. .Moreover, if the dope 
homogeneity hypothesis is rejected, Lhcn the 
li^iestion of intercept homogeneity is meaningless 
since, with differing slope', distance between the 
regression lines differs at dilTerent levels (intercept 
is only one point along these lines). Shore and 
M.irion (l')72) provide meful definitions of tiie 
meaning of slope .and intercept, and might be 
Useful to the reader who wishes detailed defini- 
tions of these terms. 

Icsts of race and sex homogeneity were run fc 
nrediction nuxlels based on test data only (AFQT 
and the Selector Al), educational data only (El), 
and tor test and educational data combined. 

It should be noted that all correlational values 
computed and rep,-.ried in tliis study are obtained 
values which have not been corrected for range 
restricth)n. 'Tliis is because the assumptions of such 
corrections are not ma by the data; specifically, 
the left predictors are normed on a rectangular^ 
rather than normal, nietnc, and selection based on 
them is complex, not meeting tiie selection 
assumptions of the range correction formulae. 
Consequently, all validity values reported are 
underestimates of "full range" vahdity. 

III.  RtiULTS 

Table 1 hsts the 43 job clusters used in this 
study and shows the number of cases in the cross- 
validation sample (Total N) along witli the N's 
available within each of the race and sex sub- 
samples. A blank entry for a subsa."'ple indicates a 
cell with too small an N for separate .anaiysis. The 
cases were used m overall analyses. Tor example, 
in group 0<) (Training Devices) of the total N of 
178, 1 70 were Caucasian (leaving only eight ethnic 
minority cases). It should b- noted that ethnic 
minority and female cas- , enumerated here 
tepresc-nt alf available cases for tlie time period 
covered in the study; however, Caucasian and male 
counts are reduced because a random half of the 
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111 U.illnM_'^\-\l 
lut t I'lMiii.irui t I'lnr.'i S\srvtns ij)^r.itiir 

( : 7 \ 1 M 
ll^ ( ..i:iniinm.il s < )|vr,i II.MK I .") I UH 
It;, (  ..IMMMIDk.li I'-n-    II   ■ 1        Ml,      S .    tcHls 

'!'> MlNMk-   I l.ilr.illK   ^I.Unl^■ll.l■U^-■ 
(l|\^\l " 

'>'! I LillllH- IKMIVS ( U\ >\) 
)i) Win." ( I'lmmiUK.ith'rK S\ stems M;ini!cn.inse 

I "'(.I   >\li) 
1 I V^iic ( .>mi;uinKjIions Ssstcms Muinlfn.dHC 

( <(.:\lu 
12 imriLjlL- i mnpiitcnt MaijlIcii.itKC 

(■4ii\lX) 
13 \irt.7.itt AivCssnTV Mainlonjiuc 

|4:\3\) 
14 Aitirjli A..^..-sMi[y (43130) 

15 Airi.i,iri Mjinicn.iiKc (431 31) •.■.., 
Ui             Aii^r.ilt I M-iiKvr (43:3\l 
17 Missile M.iintcii.mei-(44\3X| 
IH Munitions .iiiu WcjjH IIS MjintcnaiKi- 

I4M 'Mil 
1 "^ Munitutfis jml Ucjpons M'jintcnjncc 

(4(,:<ii) 

21) Munili-'Os .iikl ^^Cifyns ^l.lltltcnalKx• 

l4l.3«"l 
21 W'hisk-Mjinti-njiuv (47X3X) 
22 ( uinpinci S%sicius (M X3X) 
21 Mcl.il W..rkin:.'(>3X3X) 
24 Ms-dij-.K.il/l K-tdicil (54X3X) .       , 
25 Stfus)urjl/l'avi-nK-nts (55X3X) 
2f. Sanitation (5«)33(i) 
27 I irc l't.>l<.eli.m(5713ll) 
2S I atjric and KubtH't I'roJuas 

( 5HX3II) 
2') ItansportatM.ii ((iiiX3X) 
31) 1 <..H1 Scivitc ((,2X3X1 '.'■' 
31 I ucl SerM,i-M(>3 13il| 
32 Inv.-ntoti MaTiaf;ciiK'nt ((.45311) 

31 Maicrial 1 aulUies(W73ii) 
34 Aniiuntini'aiHl I inantc. and Audilint; 

(67X3X) 
31 Adiiiini'.Iiatioii(7(IX )X) 

3<. IVtsi,nncl(7 323l') 
37 Socunly l'.,lj,c ( N I I 3(1) 
3H I au 1 nl.irLCincnt and C'orrCLluins 

(M23I1) 
39 Ml-dlealCfDOlO) 
411 McdKal(''iiX3X) 
41 Medical (41 X3X) 
42 ATirc* Pnitecllon ('1223(1) ; 
4"> |)enlal(9HX3Xl 

24 s 

171 
317 

(.(,4 
3(.'( 

I.H4'' 

544 

2,l'.l 
1711 

224 

:-n 
1.5'»K 

l'»3 
4,55'< 
1.15(, 

241 

S3 2 

4 3 
43 

2311 

IHl 

■'    24- 

1.1141 

1.1)7 3 
.16 3 
52 

162 

154 

144 
251 2« 
251 
653 H,ll 
K3I 297 
Sits IS 
215 36 
5117 IXH 

17« 42 
1.III6 411(1 

256 136 
367 265 

1.19') 5.S7 
4X1 3611 

439 1(10 
1.503 1.07S 

45 3 IRO 
2,172 1.222 

1,07K 256 
934 404 

1.3K5 470 
249 4H 
332 63 
241 68 

5 3 

57 

104 
44 

235 
183 
278 

79(1 
Am. 

1.740 

517 
2,014 

158 

303 

2K7 

LIXHI 

1.084 

_ 208 
282 
183 

-, 659 
^- 970 

, _.■',:  . 471 
„■ 2SJ 

; - .    ■ ; 709 

, 194 
40 1,346 

_ 284 
644 

83 1,313 

■■-■' - 
541 

372 
56 1.716 

^ 463 
44 3,438 

900 
28 912 
48 1.283 
- 251 
r~ 339 
_ 212 

55 
31 
96 

115 
158 

290 
3J4 
374 

90S 
567 

2,083 

95 612 
450 2,464 

178 

-':, Mb 

— - .. 302 

103 

2.187 550 2.737 
177 44 221 

4.468 1.268 5.736 
1,431 332 1,763 

259 36 295 

1,008 

1,0M 

_ 209 
_ 282 

86 269 
168 827 
181 1,151 
119 590 

-,.; 251 
- 7H 

29 223 
200 1,546 
117 401 

646 
556 1.R69 
317 858 

179 551 
921 2,637 
185 648 

- 3.438 

448 1,348 
454 1.366 
620 1,903 

49 300 
63 40:^ 

108 320 

■*[<ji.<- N's or ,SoK N\ (io not lu'ccssarih kipul tut.ij N.  TTiii us ht'causc the subsamplc N's are shown only for sub- 
sjmpic*. -Aith 24 (^ .ii'iri.- cases un whicli witliin subsjinplc va.li<iitu-s wcrf tnmputfd. 
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j'-jiijbk- ^.lucjsian nulcs ucrc ii.sci.1 for I I 

Jc^ ciopinciu miK .iiul woic cXthidi-il Iroiii 
si.hscqik-ril .in.iU vv'\. 

!.:'•:/ \l I \p;!.-;;,!i\ A) ■,liiiy.s nic;ii;s aiu! 

st.inJaiJ .k-\i.itiiMis ol tiic t I. Solcliir Al (IA-., llio 

\S\ \B C'H.M.iMK' USLJ liir M.'IL.\IIOII liii 0\c 

spc.Mll> ). Ih- Al (.>l. ,i;i.l I St; lur both l..tjl 

s,ii;i|.L- .i:i.l i.uJ JolliK-d sudu'n'ups uluk- 1 ;il'k- \2 

( Apj>'-T.JlV      \l    ^il.lU^    Mliul.i:     ^;,lli^•ll.s     Ini     :,c \ 

;!clino(J v.lh.•rllMp^ (.L-iii.-i,il!\. iinn(iui\ la^,'nu-iinx 

nil .il! viiijblcs IOIKIO,! !,I Iv U>si.vT lluni c.uK■.l^l.l^ 

^',OJll^    C\,.C;'!     .:tl     tia'     II     • >l\     ulllch     llli k'fiMln'S 

(jNiiifi J  ii'!';,nitKs uh.mt .IS olu-ii .is tlk'\   l.mucil 

tJlk.lM.ttls.     With     ^L■^(Vv■t     \o     llio     SC\    llK-jkoUl. 

r'.-.iilis v-cro niixikl. I'oik-ralK. it'in.iU' IIKMIIS nii llic 

SciiVtiiC \1 hu llkklkillkal spocklhios Iclkk''! In OC 
^■.Misuk-:jrii\ kaici Ih.iii t.'kil ol in.ilcs. ('lu^IL■|^ lU 

(Wii-.' t'>;ii'iiiii.k.iii.M!,s S>sic;ns M.iiiilL-iijncc). I ,S 

-Uki 1 ■' ( M ihilkins .iiul WLMI'I'IIS Mjiiilciiaikx-). 2 1 

(W'hitic Nt.iiiitriKi!ko). 2i> I S.initation), .iik! M 
(.Security I'nlkk-) s.>nt,lined nn Iciiuik- e.isi-s. 

Table 2 K-pwrts /I'to-nnli-'i va'klilics ot the 11, 

the .\l(jl, aikl ihc luiir \u I lUii.- classilkalu-n 

coinpositL's a;_MinsI rS(i lor clhiik- and so\ 

subsainplcs. :is '-voll as lor ilk- lolal saniplo in each 

job cluster. It should bo cmphasi/cd that ail of 

these LorreLitioiis represent eross-validalions sinee 

cases utili/cd III II devcloiiniont <.\ere excluded 
from this and subsc-quetU phases i)f the analvses; 

these correlations are not corrected lor raniie 

restriction. It can be seen from these data that. 

g(;ncr.dl>. the ineasures have usetui predictive 

validity asioss race and sex siibsaniples. denerally. 

the test data exhibit a liiuher /ero-order validits 

than dws the IJ. In addition, it can be seen that 

the .M'OT usually e-hibits validity almost as high 

as (or in some ca?es hiehcr than) the aptitude 

composites; tins would be ex(x.k'ted since the 

Af-QF was designed to measure academic ability 

while the aptitude coni[X)sites were designed to 

deal with oilier facets of relevant ability. 

Table 3 rcjxirts the multiple correlation of the 
1:1, the Selector Al. and Al OT with ISC; for the 

total sample in each of the 43 job clusters; in 

addition, it gives validity for the I'l only and for 

AFOT and the Selector .Al in combination. It also 
reports F' ratios for contributitni of the IT and of 

the two test measures ic. the full mu''iple. 

In this table, all f- ratios not marked by a 
symbol are significant at the .01 level. Iiisiiection 

of the table shows that, generally, both the hi and 

the tests ate valid for predicting l'S(i with the test 

scores typically being more vali'l than the educa- 

tional   data.   In   addition,   bou.   kinds   of  data 

generalK contribute significantly to prediction. In 

oiiK one mslarice out of these Sd I' ratios lor 

contribution to prediction was a nonsignificant I 
touiul. .Old in only six instances was the !■ 
signduani only at the .(),'; level. All .ix of these I's 

were lor conirihution of educational data. All 

lemaining I's were signilkMit k-yoiid the .01 

level. Implication ol the data in this table is thai 

both lesl .luJ , dik.ilioiial d.ita aie iiulependeiilly 

iisj.'lul 111 picdKline, I St., but. of the two I luls of 

d.il.i. lest d.il.i \ icld the largest contribution. 

lo lest li>|iolheses about homogeneity of 
separate i.ice or sex regression eiiuations. a series 

ol legression problems involving race iiiembersliip. 
sc-x Miemheiship. .MOF. the Selector Al. the 

Idiication Index, .iiid mieraclioiis of race or sex 

iikuiheislup with the other \..iiiables as preciittors 
ol I S(i vseie eomputed. Table 4 lists the problems 
computed. I.ible 5 lists the Ii>(>oilieses tested 
irom iliese problems .md indicates winch problems 

were compared to test each hypothesis. Sub- 

In polheses \\eie tested only when the main 

hypothesis was rejecled. These regression problem 

computations and h\ pothesis tests were condiicled 
separately toi each o\ the 4.' separate grouj s. 

Tables d. 7. and X suminari/e tc-.>ts of 

h> polheses about homogeneilv of ISG prediction 

eiiuatioris for the three ethnic gjoiips employed in 

the study, j-or the 43 job clusters. Fable d presents 

data on hypotiicses regarding homogeneity of 

regiessions based on AIQT and the Selector Al; 

Table 7 presents similar data for predictions based 

on the I'l; Table K (ireseiils these data for 

regressions based on Al'QT, the Selector Al, and 
the 1-1. lables ''. 10. and II present simflar data 

with respect to homogeneity of S'^jiarate regres- 

sions for males and females. Tlie six hypotheses 

from these tables are staled in Table 5 iind are 

repeated in a footnote to the-table summari^'ang 

their F's. In each case, the main hypothesis (i.e., 

that the separate race or sex ccjuations are 

essentially the same) was tested. The sub- 

hypothesis (i.e., the hypothesis tJ.at tlic eijuatlons' 

slopes are the same) was tested only when the 
mam hypothesis was rejected. 

With respect to homogeneity of separate race 

equations. Tables 6. 7, and X show outcomei of 

the analyses. I'or test based predictions (Table 6), 
the main hypothesis was rejected for 26 (,f the 43 
clusters; for 10 of these 26. the hypothesis of 

common slojics was rejected. By contrast, for the 

II based predictions, the hypothesis of 
homogeneoi's equations was rejected in 41 of the 

4^   groups,   with   tiie   homogeneous   slopes 

t 1 
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Table 2.  Educational Index and ASVAB Composite Validities 
Against Final School Grade 

i    ; 
Simpn 

ASVAB Compoilte 

Group Educ Indtx AFQT Mech                   Adm Gtn Elect 

01 t jucasian .40 .39 .1} .25 .38 .'S 

Bbck .24 .28 .27 .27 .43 22 

Other ^tIno^il> - - - - - 
Mak .18 ..39 .25 .31 .37 .35 

1 .-nuk- .3«) .5) .00 .31 .43 .34 

r..ui .18 .42 .:■, ' ;,.2S'";.. .30 .40 .37 

02 ("jucisun .J8 .26 .21 .40 .31 .30 

/ lil.ick .40 .02 .29 .30 .28 .31 

OIIKT Mini rity - - - ' 
Male .if .24 .34 .41 .31 .35 

1 i-mAc .41 .45 .27 .45 .48 .48 

Total .40 .26 :'         .30 .41 .33 ..35 

OJ Caucasian .30 .32 .26 .17 .23 .37 

Black .22 .27 ,     -.23 -.08 .28 .02 

Otiioi Slim r.ty - - - 
Male .26 .42 .27 .26 .34 .41 

1 email- .17 .24 ..1(1 .21 .11 .21 

lolal .25 .38 •2S 22 .28 .37 

(VI Caucasian .23 .37 .25 .12 .33 .33 

lila.k .20 .24 .16 .11 .27 .19 

Other Mil. rit\ - .- " 
Male .21 .39 .M) .17 .35 .37 

1 c.nalc .28 .31 .23 .01 .29 .28 

lolal .22 .38 .:s .14 .35 .34 

ns ( jiKasian .29 ■ .32 .19 .27 .36 .29 

liloA .18 .16 •17 .11 .23 .17 

Otlicr Mi:i> t ii y - - - - 
Male .25 .28 .26 .28 .35 .30 

1 ciiiak- .29 .31 .15 .20 .32 .26 

l.ital .26 .29 .:i .25 .34 .27 

m ( aucasian .29 .33 22 ■>■) .35 .44 

HIack .24 .30 .OK 'oi ..30 .34 

Other Mjn. mty .03 .21 .07 .17 .02 .30 

Male .29 ,33 .24 .23 .35 .43 

1 einale .29 .43 .15 .28 .46 .47 

lotal .28 .34 .23 .21 ..34 .44 

o7 ( aucasian ..16 .35 2"* .21 .30 .45 

llbcHs .06 .37 -.08 .26 .42 .40 

Other Mini Tity - - ■ - - - 
^.y.^ie .31 .36 .22 .26 .32 .48 

1 eniale .22 .46 .24 .20 .34 .31 

total .30 .37 .22 .23 .31 .45 

ox ( aucasian .27 .28 18 .20 .30 .32 

Ulack .31 .21 .2S .14 .20 .35 

Other Mm. ■ rity .09 .43 .22 .13 .iS .29 

Male .27 .27 J« .22 .30 .34 

I eiuale .27 .40 .\y '27 .2'> .27 

l..t.il .27 .29 .22 .21 .29 .33 

09 ( aucasian .35 .32 .25 .35 .33 .32 

ItLuk - 
.-'■'--   - -   ' 

- - - 
Other Mim itity - - - - - 
Male .34 ..«» .38 .36 .32 .34 

1 einale - - - - - 
lolal .32 .32 .26 .37 .33 .32 

"      13 
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P!>i<>f,-^ii:immmemme.y' 

/ Table 2 {Coiuinucd) 

Sjmp4e 

ASVAB Compoulc 

Croup Educ Index AFQT Mech Adm Gen Elect 

10 ("aucj-»ian .3(» .27 .26 .:i ..i: .\2 
Hbcfc .05 -.<I5 .25 .15 .18 i: 
Other Minoriiy _ 

' V ■ '" Male .23 ..V. .?9 2 ^ .31 .32 
ffnule - 
Ti-tjl .23 .26 .29 .23 .M ^, 1 

11 raucjMan .26 .27 .12 T> .27 .28 
BIj.k .08 .IK .n .!(. .17 .00 
Oihor Mimi iiv _ 
Male .21 .27 27 .19 22 .23 
1 i.-m all- - - 
Total .20 .30 .2(1 .23 .26 .25 

12 Caucasjan .44 .45 .38 .41 ..^4 .47 
Black .15 .10 .10 .07 22 -.01 
Other Mino ity - _ - .^ 
Male .37 .48 .44      " .39 .56 .48 
Ictnalc - - - 
Total .40 .49 45 .40 .55 .50 

13 Caucasun .29 .32 .43 .14 .31 .16 
Black .21 19 23 .11 22 .28 
Other Minority .16 .2^ .34 .20 11 .31 
Male .23 33 .40 .26 .35 .36 
1 emalc .29 U .35 .18 .35 .31 
Total .26 .31 .40 .18 .31 .36 

14 Caucasian .30 .39 •39 2 j .23 .49 
Black _ _ _ „ 

Other Minority _ - - ^ 
-.laic .34 .44 .48 .34 .37 .53 
cemale .2H .63 .15 .42 ..36 .32 
!"otal 31 .43 •45 .25 .30 .50 

15 Caucasian ^ ■■■.26 ■ .30 .34 .16 .32 .36 
Blac^^ M .14 .12 .06 .15 .19 
Other Minority .15 .40 .24 .28 .30 .38 
Male .23 .36 .38 .25 .36 .39 
Female .20 .26 .10 22 .30 .18 
Total .24 .32 .34 .18 .31 .36 

16 Cauca-aan .35 .41 .40 .28 .37 .46 
Black .22 .18 .29 .27 .27 ..■•5 
Other Mirority .28 .34 .52 .4 3 .36 .45 
Male .31 .46 .49 .40 .46 .49 
Female .32 .32 .00 .32 .32 .32 
Total .32 .42 .43 .33 .40 .46 

17 Caucasian .24 .31 .24 .25 .26 .26 
Black .06 .23 • .23 -.08 .19 .20 
Other Minor ty _ - _ 
Male .14 .35 .32 .25 .28 .31 
1 emale .60 .38 .21 .48 ..38 .18 
Total .19 .34 .29 .26 .28 .29 

IS Cauca'iian .27 .35 .32 .21 .34 .34 
Black .11 M .25 .11 .13 .11 
Other Minor ty - ■■ ' ■-.'^"-- 

Male .21 .32 .34 .23 .32 ..32 
female - - - •   _ _ 
Total .21 .32 .34 .23 .32 .32 

14 
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Table 2 iConrinucJ) 

Sjmple 

ASVAB CompoiJt a 
izr 

Croup Educ Index AFQT Mach Adm Gen                      Elect 

r» C'.ltKJs1.1n 

DUck 
OlIiLT Minorilv 

.111 .IS 
.26 
.05 

22 

,i'6 

.3.1 

.24 
36 
27 

1 cnuk- 
.2.' .37 .37 1 ■» .14 37 

l-.ul ^ 1 .17 .27 ■> 1 .14 37 
M .47 .17 ..IS .31 .^■'< 46 

M.,lc . .4.*; .4S v; .16 .45 46 

I..I.,I .4.-; .42 .4: .12 .42 46 
2\ 

lil.uk 
.27 

17 
.51 
.13 .1 5 

.17 

.115 

50 
29 

M.,k- 
1 vm.,W 

.2f. .4(1 .53 ^5 .1>» 51 

l..l.,l .Jf. 411 .53 .2.^ 3>l 51 
12 

ill.iik                        \\ 

')th-[ MHI.'IIH ■      ' 

.14 .1(1 .114 ..\s .24 20 

M ,k- 
l.n..,l.- 

.11 
.2(1 

.12 

..?h 
.117 
.:4 

.20 

.42 
29 
31 

1. u: .1' ..U It? .27 .26 24 
2.i I  .IUL.1SL1I1 

HLiik 

.24 
.2"t 

..58 

.02 
.26 

-.08 .Ill 

.11 

.113 
35 
12 

Mjk- 

1 i-iiuli- 
.2.^ 
.27 

..V. .33 
.01 

.28 

.38 
33 
37 

r..tai >    .24 .3b .24 .:5 .30 34 
34 ("jti<..isuin 

HL.A 
.22 
.'Is 

.34 
.24 

.40 

.22. 
IS 

.IX 
.3(. 
.19 

37 
28 

Male .17 
.29 .a 

46 
.11 

.26 

.-10 
" .38 

.4 3 
19 
29 

lolal .18 ..16 .40 .21 .35 38 
25 ("jUL.i'{ijn   . 

lllj.k 
Olhtr Miniiritv 

15 
.05 

2(1 
.11 

.29 

.24 
.11 
.(12 

.15 
.(16 

26 
(16 

M,Uc 
1 i-nuk 

.IS .24 
..VI 

.40 

.02 
.15 
.26 

.20 24 
30 

In;.,|             "    .'. :; .16 .24 J4 .12 .17 26 
26 Ciucjsun 

Black 
Other Minority 
MJIC 

1 emile 

.44 

.33 

.37 

.37 

.03 

..16 

.44 

.22 

.45 

.28. 

.31 

.40 

.15 

39 

38 
28 

41 

lulal .37 .       »36 .45 ..13 .39 41 
27 ("aiic.isian 

lil.Kk 

Olhcr Mimmtv 

.24 

.15 
.22 
,12 

.28 

.111 

.21 

.(!■) 
.19 
.12 

25 
05 

Male 

1 L-malc 
.20 .2<) .15 .26 .24 30 

TolJ .20 .28 .14 26 n \n 

13 lo 
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£.1!!:^ ■Aa^^-rt.-_-a-A^t^. ^,. J^.^^^ lV.f-g6^, 

Ta JIC 2 (Contmijcil) 

Sample 

ASVAB Compotltt 

Croup Educ Indta AFQT Mact< Adm Gen Elect 

2.1 ( JU^JMan .37 .25 .39 .12 .119 .23 
UIJA -.13 .12 .21 .24 .11?' .03 
Olhsi Mincnu . _ 
M.k- .27 .28 .4 7 .21 IK. .24 
i w-ulc .44 .11 -.09 .1(1 .2s 32 

1  ,ii]                 .       . .2« .2,s .41 .19 .119 .25 
Zi <   lu. i ,uri .32 .44 .1') .24 .'-'> .34 

.lijvl. 22 .10 .(IS .00 .14 .13 
I >f li'.T StiT'orii^ .tw .IK .:i -.05 .11 .14 
M ill- .27 41 .',: .18 .!7 .37 
' .,u.,lc .10 .3'* .1« :2i .4 3 ..W 
I .tol .2K .43 .23 .20 .3X .35 

30 ( juvusian .117 .13 .11^ .17 .03 .03 
Hljvk .<i1 .02 114 .1111 -.16 .118 
Olla-t Miimrity 

M..!.- .<* .It I'l .112 .112 14 
• 1 ciiulc •*> .IS .14 .I'l .08 .14 

lolal .<W .10   ■ .11* .12 -.04 .03 
31 (. au^asun .17 .31 .411 .12 .28 .32 

lilj.k .17 .05 .12 .117 .12 .18 
Other Minority ., 
Male .15 .2'* .}1 .20 .26 .35 
i criialc -. 
K.IaJ .15 .29 .it .19 .26 .34 

32 C aucdsian .28 .32 .17 .15 .3S .30 
UlaJt .2(. .11 .119 .03 .21 .17 
Oihir Minority .19 .4! .l.'i .10 .23 .37 
Male .26 .31 .24 .12 .37 .33 
1 cniaJc .29 .24 .12 .16 .28 .25 
lotal .27 .30 .18 .13 .34 .29 

33 ( aucasun .21 .32 .19 .19 .34 .27 
Hla^fc .15 .13 .112 .(19 .07 .09 
Other Minority - , _ _ 
Male .14 .25 .23 .21 .16 .25 
1 criulc .22 .35 .16 .16 .39 .28 
lotjl .17 .29 .17 ;19 •2« .   .25 

34 ( aueasian .27 .41 .25 .04 .44 .41 
lilack .22 .24 .23 -.06 .26 .34 
Other Minority - _ 
Male .30 .36 .26 .03 .37 .41 
1 emaJc .12 JO .29 .04 .52 .42 
lotal .25 .41 .27 .03 .4 3 .41 

35 Cauuisian .23 .33 .17 .22 .35 .28 
1(1 aek .23 .20 .07 .08 .22 .17 
Other Minority .!« .08 .12 .10 .08 .13 
Male .27 .32 .24 .19 .31 .32 
1 emaie .IS .31 .19 .19 .33 .27 
lolal .23 .32 .16 .20 .32 .27 

3« C auiasian .33 SO .23 .26 .50 .41 
ISIack .31 .26 .00 .07 .18 .18 
Other Minority _ _ _ 
Male .36 .52 .28 .22 .4f> .46 
1 em ale .25 .43 .37 .27 .47 .36 
ToUl .33 JO .25 .24 46 41 

X' ' 
}~     s 

^n 
/ 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

/ 

15 

17 

.-w.-c.—Jy—^  .. 

Sampis 

ASVAB Compo»lt« 

Group Educ lnd«x                   AFQT tMctx                   Adm Can Elect 

37 Cju^Msun .27 29 .19 20 .21 .24 

hlj.k .20 13 .16 09 .05 .13 

Othci MinuriO' .50 44 .47 24 .28 .47 

MJ!C .24 30 .29 23 .21 .28 

lerrulc ■ ■ ■ " - - - 
Toul .24 30 .29 23 .21 .28 

■.jg: -■• Cjucu^jn .32 35 .31 22 .39 .,38 

Blj.k .33 32 .13 22 .29 .28 

Otliff Minoriiy - - - - - 
Male .28 39 .28 33 .38 .39 

I emjlc .29 33 .26 29 .38 .30 

Toul .30 38 .32 26 .39 .39 

■ .3*.-;,. Cjui-aaan .3K 39 .25 23 .30 ..37 

Blj.k .20 21 .10 13 .12 .22 

Oiha Minorit) 12 49 .32 49 .25 .6^3 

Mjle .31 45 .39 27 .36 .47 

1 cmale ,37 34 .27 29 .33 .36 

Toul .32 42 .29 28 .34 .40 

;. m V ■ ■ Cauvjsiun .35 39 ,25 21 .37 .37 

Bljck .26 24 16 16 .26 .22 

Olhct Minority .19 49 .48 33 .45 .35 

MJIC .35 44 .41 34 .42 .43 

1 cmjc .30 39 .24 17 .29 ..36 

Tolj .33 42 .30 28 .38 .38 

41 Caucavun .31 37 22 23 .37 .3(5 
lilacfc .30 09 -.06 .19 .27 .07 

Other Mmority ' - 
Male .36 .33 .30 2S .36 .31 

1 cmalc .05 44 .19 00 .44 .34 

Total .31 .35 .21 .25 .37 .30 

42 (JucJ^lan .21 24 .20 10 .11 16 

Bla.k .OS 13 -.05 .01 -.11 .21 

flther Minority - - - - 
Male .17 26 .18 .14 .10 20 

1 cmale ■-1 13 .12 19 .08 .09 

Total .IK 26 tt n .10 .21 

43 C au^aslan .4 3 .40 .29 35 40 38 

Hlaek .37 45 .01 46 .51 .26 

Othei Minority - - - - - 
Male .41 .47 .4 3 41 .41 .51 

l-emalc             .,   .. .;;         .38 .37 .20 .35 .48 .29 

Total .39 .4 3 .28 .39 43 38 

X / 
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TJ>^L   )    Valiilitv and Contribulion to Prediction of Firu] School 
C.radeof tduKitiona) Background and Test Data 

Prodlctor«» 
F for 

[t Te jti (II) T«ni 
Only 

Contribution of: 
Croup •   El 

(Ml)  El 
Only Ttitl El 

01 54 ,47 .38 30:53 29.86 
02 .47 ■36 .40 7.69 23.76 
03 .46 .40 .25 33.80 21.73 04 42 .40           v:; ■>"% 

69.00 10.34 
0"; 41 .37          ":\: .26 32.65 21.77 
(V> 4't •46 .28 230.17 92.73 
07 ■^0 .48           ■-   , .30 66.76 20.22 
OS 40 .36 .27 126.45 uS1.3H 
O) 43 ■37          ■„■■ .32 8.66 9.57 
10 40 .34       ■-;"■ .li 19.00 15.55 , "n- 37 .32            " .20 16.07 10.47 
12 5>) .54 .40 13.59 8.17 
1^ 4(> .44 .26 251.70 54.01 
14           ,-      - 56 .5 5 .31 35.03 6.03* 
1? 43 .42 .24 463.23 106.63 
•'' 54 ■ 51 .32    ■ 242.55 78.11 
17 41 40 .l'> 23.40 4.89' 
1« 45 42 21 9S.74 27.64 
l'» 42 40 -»T 86.';9 25.00 
20 55 4X .45 14.16 20.80 
21 58 '7 .26 5(..23 6,75 
22 35 ;i2 .13 15.18 4.17 
2,^ 41 sS .24 .     57.13 27.77 
24 ^0 4') .18 162.42 17.19 
25 ?8 38 .16 41.07 3.43'' 
26 M .      40 .37 27.40 19.82 
27 ^2 .29 .20 23.79 '  ,'■          15.15 
28 45 .42 .28 16.63 : 5.62* 
2*^ ;H .44 .28 153.82 ■'  :■'         80.37 
30 8 .14 .09 4.70 4,66* 
31 ?2 .31 .15 28.99 5.00* 
32 }8 .32 .27 81.10 %.92 
iy W .30 .17 36.22 12.98 
34 M .41 .25 38.19 6,52* 
35                 .: n .34 .23 129.97 69,56 
36                             .f >4    . .51 .33 86.72 29.41 
37                             .1 tr- . Jl .24 136.60 136.60 
38                             .4 16   ■ V-■ .42 .30 102.71 51.91 
.3'>                             A ■9. ■, .43 J2 118,79 ''2.71 
40                             .5 ■0-:.   ■.,-.     ^ .45 .33 176.04 124.01 
41                               A ̂

;/ ■" .40 Jl 20.70 17.10 
42                          .3 1 •■:■ .27 18 14.70 11.68 
43                          .5 4 .4') Jf) 31.57 24.94 

Prrdictc.r! for the R'? in the roKinins ire 
I = AFyX, Selector Al, ind Education liulex • ■ '"'l' 

II = AF<)T ind Selector Al 
III = Education Index only. 

Not ^iKiiificint.   All other f ^ are smnificjnt jt or hcviMid the .n] U-vil. 

'Sibtiilt'icjnt    at   the   .IIS   but    not   at   the    M\    level. 

^^    i#: 
^"*wr '°'5tW!^^".^»''W>-?j*g''fgy B!^yjy 'gt'V'.y^-^w.yuj.r ^-tryr? 
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I'jhlc -1.  Rcpn-ssion Problems Computed^ to Test Homogeneit> of Race or Sex 
Based F:(|uali<)ns for the Prediction of Technical Training School Success 

■.:3 ■ 
■.'4 

': .5 ;■ 

7' 
■ vH- 

''%■ 

10 
tl 

li 
.!4 

■\K.)i, Selector Al -;:'■■'■ 
l.jiic;ilniri IniJc\ 
Al (M. Selector Al, 1 ducatum Index 
Race, AIQT. Select<n Al 
Rjce. (Race \ AlUTt. ( Race .\ Selector Al) 
K.1CC. 1 i!iu,il;on Index 
R.ice.(Race \ I diicalion Index) 
Race, Al QT. Selector Al. I.diication Index 
Race, (Race x Al OT). (Race x Si-lector Al). (Rj;.e x Ldiuation Index) 
Sex. Al'OT. Selector Al 
Sex, (Sox X Al OT). (Sex x .Selector Al) 
Sex, 1 diicalion Index 
Sex. (.Sex x I ducation Index) 
Sex. Al(,}r. Selector Al, l-diication Index 
Sex,(Sex x Al Or).(Sex x Selector AI).(Sex x I'diicalion Index) 

"h, lil ... . t:u' ^.ntfrii'U A.I nnil si.lu«il >Jj>li-. 

Tjhic \  H> potheses re Homogeneity oi Separate Race and Sex Prediction tquations 

1.       Knov.ledce ol' race contributes nothing to test based predictions of final 
s<.luKil I'jade. 
la.      Race equation slopes are hornoiicneous. 

1       Knowrlediie ot r.ice contributes nolhini; to i'l based prediction of final 
school t'jade. 
2a.     I.qualion slop';s are honiotieneous. 

.-.       Knowledce of race contributes nothinf; to test and 1:1 based prediction 
o( final school tirade. 
-M.     I <|uation slopes are hotnofieiieous. 

4        KnowIedi;e of sex contributes nothing to test based prediction of final 
schoi)l grade 
4a.     Equation slopes are homogeneous. 

5. Knowledge of sex contnbutcs nothing to LI based predictions of final 
school grade. /.:. 
5a.     Ftjualion slopes are homogeneous. 

6. Knowledge of sex contributes nothing to l-.I and test based prediction 
of final school grade. 
6a.     Iquation .slopes are homogeneous. 

■'Si-i- IMc > tor probli-tii identity. 

^nv sub-hyp.itlirsLS re '.liipi.- is tested only wlicn the iiiiui hypothesis is tejccicd. 

'7     19 

Problami 
Compirad* 

Sand 1 

5 and 4 

7 and 2 

7 and 6 

9 and 3 

'(and 8 

11 and 1 

11 and 10 

13 and 2 

13 and 12 

15 and 3 

15 and 14 

Ti 
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Tjft/c 6.   Teits of Hypotheses re Race 
Kquity of Test Based I'rcdictiohs 

R' F  f or" 

Group 1 II III "l "u 

01 ,47 .50 .51 2.45* .43 
02 .36 .42 .4 3 2.57' .57 
01 .40 .47 .4 7 4.43** .17 
04 .40 .41 .4 2 1.81 
05 .37 .38 .38 1.56 
06 46 .47 .47 4.62** .160 
07 .4H .48 .4'> .24 
OS .36 .37 .38 6.00** 1.07 
C) .37 .41 .41 1.11 
10 .34 .34 .36 .88 
11 .32 34 .37 2.01 
12 .54 .55 .56 .67 
1.1 .44 .44 .45 2.16* 2.38* 
14 .55 .56 .56 .87 
15 .J2 .44 .44 29.02** 6.06** 
16 .5? .53 .53 6.99** 2.81* 
17 .40 .4 2 .42 1.38 
18 .42 .43 .44 2.24* .65 
14 .40 .42 .43 4.35** 203 
20 .48 .52 .SS ■\   TT»« 1.97 
21 57 .58 .58 l'28 
T» .32 J3 .35 .99 
21 .38 .4 2 .45 9.50** 6.48** 
24 .4V .49 .49 .72 
25 .38 .4 2 .42 4.01** .42 
26 .49 .53 .51 2.39* 1.97 
27 .2') .40 .40 10.81** .38 
28 .42 .44 .46 1.25 
2') .44 .46 .48 12.56** 8.76** 
30 .14 .23 .27 3.85** 2.20 
31 .31 .41 .43 n.oi** 2.35 
32 .32 .33 .34 6.05** 4.69** 
33 .30 .32 .34 3.36* * l.W* 
34 .41 .42 .43 1.51 
35 .34 .36 .36 9.45** 2.80* 
36 .51 .54 .54 4.58** 1.45 
37 .31 .38 .38 35.04** 3.71** 
38 .42 .45 46 7.63** .63 
39 .43 .51 .52 25.32** 5.00** 
40 .45 .51 .51 27.13** 1.86 
41 .40 .41 .42 1.00 
42 .27 JO .31 1.80 
43 .49 .50 .51 1.20 

I'fcdKtors in tjie four nu.dcls arc: I - AFf^T and 
SclccK.r AI (Problc-ni I); II = Rjcc. AKQT. .Selector Al 
{Pr.iWcrn 4), III = Rjcc. Rjcc x Selector Al. Race x 
AR.JT (Problem 'j). 

H] = Knowledge of race contributes nothing to 
test based prediction of final scbixil jcrade. (Problem 
S vs. Problem 1). \^\j^ - Equation slopes are homo- 
geneous. 

'Sipiiluant at the   115 level. 
"Sii^niricani at the  01 level 

18 

Tabk 7.   Tests of Hypotheses re R.ue 
Etjuity of Educational liaikuroiind 

Ba-scd Predictions 

R' F 1 orft 

Group 1 II III "2 "2a 

01 .38 .46 .46 6.40** .81 
02 .40 .48 .48 4.65** .11 
03 .25 .44 .44 14.M** .18 
04 ■(  T .3 i Jl 12.2I" \.W 
05 .26 .30 JI 4.42'* 2.08 
06 .28 .31 J2 14.16** 3.24* 
07 .30 .34 .37 8.22** 7.28** 
08 .27 .30 .31 15.72** 1.49 
tyi .32 .38 .39 2.64* .94 
10 .23 JO .33 4.52** 3.08* 
11 .20 .28 .30 3.85** 1J3 
12 .40 .50 .52 3..59** 1.18 
13 .26 Jl Jl 24.41** 4.24* 
14 .31 J9 .41 4.55** 1.59 
15 .24 .35 .35 105.36** 4.57* 
16 .32 42 .4J 41.54** 3.10* 
17 .19 J4 .35 6 7S*» .95 
18 .21 JI ^ -1 

16.82** 5.70** 
19 IT Jl ■>-) 16.1   '- 1.62 
20 .45 .52 .5.1 3.56** .59 
21 .26 .38 .38 4.9;»« .43 -»-> .13 .16 .16 .35 
2.1 .24 J6 .36 17.56** .66 
24 .18 .28 .29 15.80** 2.25 
25 .16 Jl Jl 10.91** .26 
26 .37 .48 .48 7.98** .48 
27 .20 .41 .41 26.52** JO 
28 .28 J7 .41 5.77** 4.31** 
29 .28 J9 .39 33.26** 2.72 
30 .09 22 T) 4.13** J3 
31 .15 .38 J8 23.59** .11 
32 .27 J2 .32 17.00** .83 
33 .17 .25 .25 7J5** 1.04 
34 .25 .32 J2 5.92** .55 
35 .23 Jl .31 32.54** .15 
36 .33 44 .44 17.65** IJI 
37 .24 J8 J8 89.21** 2.62 
38 .30 .39 .40 :6J1** .56 
39 .32 .48 .49 59.99** 4.38* 
40 J3 .47 .47 67J2** 2J1 
41 .31 J4 J4 1.39 
42 .18 .26 .27 4.05** .76 
43 .39 .44 .46 5.88** 3.20* 

Predictors in the four models are: 1 - Education 
index (Problem 2); II = Race. Education Index (Prob- 
lem 6). Ill -. Race, Race x Education Index (Problem 
7). 

y^2' Knowledge of race contributes nothing to 
El baicd prediction of final school grade (Problem 7 
vs. Problem 1).   IHa = Equation slopes are homogeneous 
(Problem 7 vs. Problem 6). 

'^igruficant .u the   OS level. 
"Sipilficjlt at ll.c   01  Level. 
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Tjt^lf S    lc\t\ of H> pottiL-scs re Race 
Equit> of l:du>.;iti(inal Backiiround aivJ T^.■^t 

l/jlj lia>eil I'redictiims 

R' F lor" 

Group 1 II Ml Hj                           Hj. 

0} !;4 S7 .5.^ 2.0'>*         .51 
01 .4" ^1 .<2 1 .so 
05^ -* .> s "^ s2 4.05*'       .02    ; 
to 42 .4"< .4.- l.'*s 
05 .41 .4 2 .42 .M. 
Oi* .4'"' .^0 ..^0 .'i.M"     l.i'i     " 
0? 50 .^l < ; 2 4.S'        I.>i2 

..OK/-: .40 .41 41 5.02"     1.1.1     . 
0') .4.1 47 4s 1 2s 
I'Q: .40 40 44 1 .17 

W . .^ , ..''' 42 1 .^2 
i: .^'' (.0 1 '• -ji 

l^-:': Ah .40 .-i(' l.fi''           ,.■',' 

14 .^(' ^ "" S'l 1.111 

15- .4- 4" 4() 24.1 5* •     .V()4»' 
i(» .^4 .N* .5'< (1.00"   i.r' 

;  17 .4 1 44 4 "i l.s-t 
18 4 ^ 4t. .4"^ 2iO,S"     l.dO    . 
1" ."♦ ^ .44 4^ .v>i5"     I.i'4 

;o ^ "i ,^S (.1 2.ti.S"     1.53 
:i .-"s N>) .(.0 1  1(1 
-*i» \ > 1 ■s Js .')4 
>?■' 41 4- 4s 7.1.N"     2v77" 

■ 2-i ■' ..^0 ^() '^0 ..S'> 

:5 ■ ..iN ,4 2 4 2 2.''2**       .-i.^ 
26 .<4 .^.S ■;>; I.'10                      ,.   : 
27 >  T .4.1 A'- .S.IS.S**        .0(1 

:K ■1 s 4" .M) 1-71 
2'' ,-is <0 s ^ lO.l.S"     5.('0'* 
<i) -IS ;N 2'' 2.S7'*     1.5.1 

U 1 1 4 2 44 S.70*'     1.5') 
32' ..;^ 40 40 4.71"     240* 
.;; ._; 1 ,."i4 .1(1 2.1)1**     2.45* 
>4 4: 44 .44 r.'io 
•!> ;" ..''' .40 7.')()**     2.02      : 
.id .^4 < ^ .N? Vs'C*     1.44 :;; 
?? ..-(1 42 .4.'i 2S.S7"       l.'K)   :, .   - 
.^H .4'> .4'> ..^0 7.<M**     1.03 
V) 4'> •1 > ."^fi 1S.S5"     2.(iO' 
40 .>0 ..^ 5 .5'i 20.42"   10.')2i** 
41 4(. 4() 4 7 .71 
4: M ..U ..ill 1 .hi 
fx .>4 .Ml >-> l.dO 

'I'r   .!■ I '  .rs -ri. t!-.- 1 ,.,, ...,„, K .;i    1 ^ Ali.VI. .S,-Uvt..r 
Al. !>l ;. '.■...'i !:■. 1. >   1 r-.M, .•! 1  ;U   . K.H-. Al(,ir, Sclit- 
t..r Al. !. :...,.:•,. lu.lr X 4'r .H ■:„ Si. Ill  ^  K.,cf, I'.K.- X 
.■\fi)T   w ,.   ■   <  S; I.,:,. ■Al. Ku ^  X  i^d.i. iti.'H liulc\ 
;b'r.,H. ■•■ '' . 

"M, KP.I'A! ■itf ■ I    ..KI    ^. ntIltiMtt\ tiMthin^ t'» list 
iM.i r.i K. -■A v,c. *uti > \ ■.! iV-.i s^h,:,.\ ,-y.u\c fl'rohK.n ') 
V*. CrobU- •n   (i   H 1, .1M,'|,,I- S|..}'i S  .ir^-   l.OMl'.Ji.IKiUl^ 

'l't,,M.-.M •< .s. I't .hi;   •. .S:. 

"SiiETiiM. .»nt jt tlu MS K-v. 1.                        ■    '   ■  :. 
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Iiypothcsis being rejected for 10 of these. Thiis.it 
CLii be seen that predictions based on educational 
ii'fornialion ate nuich more susceptible to race 
bias than are lliose based on test data. Irom I able 
.s. it can be seen that, when separate race 
picdij'jons are based on a combination of test and 
educational data, the null hypothesis is rejected 
only about as olten as for the test data alone. 

Tables '», 10, and 11 suninun/.e tests of 
hoiuogeneily of prediction equations for males 
and females. Homogeneity of test based 
predictions (Table ')) and of educational data 
based predictions (Table 10) is rejected with equal 
fretiuency for separate sex group equations. How- 
ever, slope homogeneity is rejected only once for 
the educalional data based predictions as 
compared with nine times for test based 
predictions. 

IV. CONCH SIGNS 
.VNDKICOMMKNDATIONS .' 

lliese analyses suggest that, while predictions 
based on juini consideration of test and educa- 
tional data have uselul validity across race and sex 
groujis. selection strategies wliich consider race 
and se\ may further uiiprove the system. 

The data indicate several tilings of pracucal 
iiileresl. lioth lest data and educational back- 
ground data demonstrated usefulness for 
prediction of .'\ir I'orce technical training 
pcrlorniance; moreover, when used in combination 
with each other, more accurate predictions arc 
possible than tlirougli the use of either alone, 
(jcnerally, of the two kinds of data, test data alone 
provided more accurate predictions than did 
educational background data alone, and, more- 
over, introduction of test data to a prediction 
equation based on educational background 
provided a larger increase in prediction accuracy 
than was achieved with introduction of educa- 
tional background into a test-based prediction 
equation. These observations also hold for 
prediction eciuaiions b;ised on specific race or sex 
subsamples. 

.•Vnoihcr finding of particular note was ttiat, in 
many instances, separate race or sex group 
prediction equations arc not Lomogeneoiis (i.e., 
the subgroup ei|uations differ from each other 
enoudi that added accuracy in prediction is 
achieved by using a separate ecjuation for each sub- 
group), this observation is more often true for race 
ba.sei!   suh.!;rouc>s   and   for   predictions  based   on 
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Table').  Tests of Hypotheses re Sex 
Equity otTest Based Predictions 

Table 10. Tests of Hypotheses re Sex Equity 
of Educational Background Based Predictions 

R' F t orb 

Grou.J 

R» F ( jr" 

Group 1 II Ml H« H«. 1 II III Hj "5. 

01 .47 .47 48 1.03 01 .38 .41 .41 3.84* .20 
o: .3() .36 .37 .51 o: .40 .40 .40 .19 
03 .40 41 .42 2.21 03 .25 .26 .26 .47 
04 .40 .41 41 .65 04 tt T) ">-t .71 
05 .37 .37 ..W .48 05 .26 .26 .26 .18 
0<) .4(1 .46 .46 1.7(, 06 .28 .29 .29 8.63»* 
07 .48 .48 49 2.95* 3.70* 07 .30 .30 .30 .73 
0« .36 .36 .37 6.93" 10.10** ,08 .27 .27 .27 1.85 
0') .37 .40 .41 1.97 09 .32 .37 .37 3.52* .08 

11 .32 .35 .3(. 2.58 11 .20 .27 .27 5.01** .32 

i; .54 .54 .57 1.52 12 .40 .41 .44 2.23 
13 .44 44 .44 1.70 13 .26 .26 .26 4.55* 2.35 
14 .55 .55 .58 3.60* 5.04* • 14 .31 .38 .38 6.35** 30 
15 .4 2 .42 .43 20.55** 30.47** 15 .24 .26 .26 28.24** 

16 .51 .51 .^i 12.44** 18.53** 16 .32 .32 .32 .88 
!7 .40 .40 .40 .30 45 17 .19 .19 .26 5.02** 9 65** 

:o .48 .53 .53 4.44 20 .45 .48 .48 2.88 
■> ■> .32 .34 .36 2.25 ^ ■> .13 .15 .16 .73 
:3 .38 .38 .40 4.48** 5.70** 23 .24 .24 .24 .52 
24 .49 .49 .49 4.50** 5.46** 24 .18 .21 .21 7.51** 2.52   : 
25 .38 .38 ,40 4.57** 6.76** 25 .16 .17 .17 .63 
:? .29 .2'> .29 1.36 27 .20 .21 .21 1.25 
:s .4 2 .42 .46 3.04* 4.54 28 .28 .29 .30 1.14 

2') .44 44 .44 .89 29 .28 .28 .28 2.68 
30 .14 .28 .29 9.03* * .62 30 .0^) .26 .27 13.38** 1.11 
31 .31 .31 .31 31 .15 .15 .15 
32 .32 .32 .32 1.04 32 .27 .27 .27 1.71 
33 .30 .31 .33 5.85** 8.15** n .17 .18 .18 1.46 2.21      ;;; 
34 .41 .41 .42 1.28 34 .25 .25 .27 1.70 
35 .34 .34 J4 3.58* .89 35 .23 .25 .26 20.01** 2.54 
36 .51 .52 .52 1.11 36 .33 .34 _34 3.78* 1.31 :: 
38 .42 .44 .44 9.08* * .33 38 .30 .33 .33 13.32** .30      / 
39 .43 .44 .44 5.13** 1.35 39 .32 .33 .33 4.82** 1.38 
40 .45 .45 .45 3.41* 2.62 40 .33 .33 33 2.03 
41 .40 .41 .41 .91 41 .31 .32 .34 2.78 
42 .27 .29 .30 2.21 :,.    42-. .18 .23 .23 4.38* 

43 .49 .50 .50 1.93 4.3 .39 .40 .10 1.77 

'I'ridictiiis in the tour iiinlils arc; I = Af (^T. Si-Uitor 
Al (Problem l).ll -Sex. At-QT. .Scltctor AI (I'mblciii Id); 
III = Sex..Stx X AF(/r. SLX X ScliU.-r Al (I'ruWini 11). 

H4 = Knowicd/t- <ii wx (.oninbutfs nothing to tcM 

bjsc'd prediction III' final school ^jde [froblrnj 1 1 v.. 
Problem 1).   H4j " bqujtlon slopes are lK)iiiogerieoiis 
(Problem 11 vs. Problem 10). 

'Siptnificant Jt th4- .(jS level. 

••Sl|!7iincjnt at the .01 level. ;     -  ,    . 

' Predietnrs in the f(>;:r niodeli .irer 1 - Lduc.Tti<m Index 
(Pr.>blem 2); II ^ ,Se.x, t;duCJtn.n Index (Problem 12); III = 
Sex. Sex X IMiuMtioti Index (Problem 1 ^). 

H :^ - Knowietli;e ot sex conlribiites notliii^^', lO Lduc.t- 
tion Index b.i.sed prediction of Hn.tl srliool ^^rade (Problem 
1.1 vs. Problem 1). M^ij - Hqti.ition slopes are homogeneous 
(Pi.,hleni I i ss. Problem 1.2). 

'SicniruMnt .It the .0^ level. 

• ' Si(;nifie.int .It t!ie .01 level. 
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Table II.  Tests of Hypotheses re Sex Equity 
of Educational Background and Test 

Data Based Predictions 

R> F 1 jr" 

Group 1 M III "6 "«. 

01 .54 .55 .55 .90 
o: .47 .4 7 ,47 .42 
03 .46 .46 .47 1.0() 
(M .4 2 4"* .42 1.06 
05 .41 .41 .41 .27 
06 .49 .50 .50 2.14 
07 .50 .50 .51 1.90 
08 .40 .40 .41 5.43*» 6.27*» 
0<) .43 .46 .47 1.92 
11 .37 .39 .40 2.42* 1.26 
i: .59 .59 oO .84 
13 .46 .46 .46 2.08 
14 .56 .57 .59 2.77' 3.42* 
15 .43 ,43 .44 16.76" 22.37" 
16 .54 .54 .55 7.79" 10.14** 
17 .41 .41 .45 2.72* 3.53* 
:o .55 .58 .58 2.99* 
"% ■> .35 .36 .38 1.87 
23 41 .4 2 .43 3.62*» 4.35*' 
24 .50 .50 .51 4,0X" 4.82*' 
25 .38 ••'8 .41 3.47* 4,32** 
27 .32 .32 .32 .92 
28 .45 .45 .49 2.70* 3.44* 

29 .4K .4K .48 .90 
30 .IS .30 .31 6.80* * .62 
31 .32 .32 .32 ,02 
32 .38 .38 .39 1.69 
33 .33 .33 -35 4.68»» 5.89** 

34 .42 .42 .44 1.99 

35 .37 .38 J8 5.99»» 1.64 
36 .54 .55 .55 1.35 
38 .46 .47 .47 5.69*» 1.04 
39 .49 .50 .50 4.92** 2.11 
40 .50 .50 .50 4.I3** 1.53 
41 .46 .46 .48 2.28 
42 .31 .34 .34 1.71 

43 .54 .55 .56 1.98 

Prcdi\.ti>rs in-the tour rtiodcls .ire; I - tJJucjti(ni Index, 
AFQT. Selector AI 'FrobUm )). H = Sex. AIQT. Selector 
AI. Education Inde< (Problem 14). Ill '- Sex. Sex x Af-QT. 
ScK X Selector AI, Sex x EduLjrton Index (PR.^bl.m IS). 

H^ - Knowleii^e ol" %ex contnhutes ntjching to FJ jiid 
^est based ptediiiions of final sch<u»l grade (Problem 1 5 vs. 

Problem V,. H^j - Bv)uatu>n slopes JUC fmino^.cnevjus 
{Problem IS vs. Problem 14j. 

•SipDiit"icant Jt the .OS level. 
'•Signifu-uit jt the .01 level. 
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educationaJ background data. In all but two 
instances, there were significant differences in the 
separate race equations for predicting technical 
training performance from educational back- 
ground. In most instances, the data suggest that 
djtierences in race-based prediction equation are 
attributable to the equations' intercepts; thai is, 
who* usually the predicted technical training grade 
increases for each subgroup by about the same 
amount for each increase of one score urut on the 
predictor, the constants added into the equations 
differ. Tliis results in parallel prediction lines for 
the subgroups wliich differ mainly in level. 

Table A3 of the Appendix demonstrates the 
impact of these equation differences. This table 
was developed from the separate caucu-sian and 
Blact' subgroup equations for predicting training 
performance from test and educational back- 
ground data. From this table, it can be seen that, 
when total group means on the selector AI, AFQT, 
and El are substituted into the Caucasian and 
Black prediction equations, a lower criterion value 
is predicted by the Black equation. Tlius. when a 
single overall equation is used, the tendency would 
be to predict higlier Black criterion pcrfonnancc 
than is observed. 

It is noted that, while use of educational back- 
ground can enhance prediction accuracy, these 
data arc also more subject to bias than are test 
data. Consequently, use of educational back- 
ground data in selection and classification 
decisions should not be seriously considered at this 
time. VTith respect to modification of test predic- 
tion systems to take account of minority group 
membership, llie data indicate that the tendency is 
to overprcdict minority performance. Adjustments 
to "correct" this would result in reduced qualifica- 
tion rates among minorities, a ccnsequency which 
is not in keeping with equal opportunity goals. 

More intensive analysis of the data ba.se for this 
study will be conducted under other studies. At 
the present time, item response data are being 
added to the files; this will allow generation of all 
subtest and raw composite scores. Liter 
investigations will examine appropriateness of 
co'iiposiles as presently constituted, seek more 
valid composites, consider the number of 
composites needed, and will examine fairness of 
these with respect to both race and sex. It is 
anticipated that major usefulness of this study and 
planned follow-on s'.udies will be in provision of 
data for test battery revisions and improvement. 
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■1/VV \l)l\ A   DLSCRHTIVL ST AT IS TICS 

Tdhlc AL   Within Ethnic (iroup Means and Standard Deviations 

SjmpI* 

Educ IndtK                                 AFQT                                  S«l»ctor Al 
Final School 

Cndi 

Group M«»n                  SD                  M«»n                   SO                    M«*n                   SD Main                SO 

CauciJian 
Black 
Other 
Total 

Caucasian 
Black 
Other     :. 

Total 

Caucasian 
Black 
Cnhcr 
Total 

Caucasian 
Black 
Other 
Total 

Caucasian 
Black 
Otlier 

Total 

Caucasian 
Black 
Other 

Total 

Caucasian 
Black 
Other 

Total 

Caucasian 
Black 
Other 
Total 

Caucasian 
Black 
Other 
Total 

Caucasian 
Black 
Other 
Total 

1.58 
1.44 

r.S6 

4.W 
3.65 

4.00 

3.46 
3.73 

3:50 

:.53 
2.H0 

:.60 

2.96 
2.73 

2.89 

2.88 
2.66 
4.04 
2.89 

3.53 
4.11 

3.57 

6.73 
6.62 
7.07 
6.73 

3.34 

1.47 
l.SO 

1.47 

.167 

.159 

1.65 

1.65 
1.67 

1.66 

1.80 
1.66 

1.78 

1.67 
1.64 

1.67 

1.69 
1.77 

1.73 

2.69 
2.70 
2.58 

2.69 

2.02 
1.94 

2.01 

2.83 
2.94 
3.13 
2.85 

2.09 

3.39       2.11 

.93 

.82 

.91 

74.03 
64.93 

72.76 

64.65 
55.51 

64.0! 

77.88 
66.71 

76.11 

67.21 
54.84 

63.92 

62.06 
54.29 

59.39 

79.17 
69.07 
68.98 
78.04 

78.58 
67.87 

77.48 

79.63 
71.07 
72.21 
78.61 

78.79 

78.64 

59.27 
47.03 

56.60 

14.75 
13.64 

14.94 

15.43 
13.55 

15.71 

12.o6 
13.08 

13.55 

15.97 
14.75 

16.55 

14.47 
15.46 

15.32 

12.88 
14.65 
16.46 

13.53 

12.16 
13.04 

12.71 

12.66 
13.01 
15.31 
13.05 

12.86 

12.65 

15.48 
10.67 

15.31 

82.57 
80.34 

8231 

72J4 
68.14 

71.50 

88.19 
85.00 

87.69 

74.89 
69.89 

73.55 

72.09 
68.62 

70.90 

85.01 
82JS 
8236 

84.71 

84.60 
82.83 

84.37 

85.26 
8332 
85.70 

85.08 

85.71 

85.73 

60.95 
46.21 

57.66 

9.86 
7.42 

9.58 

10.78 
9.28 

10.63 

5.56 
4.67 

5.55 

12.14 
12.29 

12.41 

10.10 
8.45 

9.^4 

7.29 
6.98 
8.04 

733 

7.68 
5.62 

7.58 

7.17 
6.96 
6.9i 
7.17 

6.56 

6.51 

16.24 
10.59 

85.71 
81.07 

85.06 

82.58 
76.93 

81.45 

89.66 
84.64 

88.91. 

86.82 
8436 

86.16 

85.64 
83.13 

84.76 

85.09 
81.83 
84.60 

84.79 

86.01 
83.00 

85.75 

8435 
81.12" 
85.28 
84.05 

84.94 

84.79 

78.69 
75.58 

16.25        78.02 

6.26 
536 

6.36 

6.90 
8.00 

7.48 

4.92 
4.37 

5.15 

5.36 
5.21 

5.43 

7.18 
7.66 

7.47 

6.01 
5.34 
6.42 

6.03 

6.14 
6.34 

6.22 

638 
6.44 
5.95 

6.45 

5.22 

5.22 

7.18 
5.92 

7.04 

^i   . 

i 
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Table \1 (Conn/iMJ] 

S4mpl« 

Educ Indax AFQT Select or Al 
Final School 

Grade 

Croup Mean SD Mean so Mean SD Mean SD 

n Caucaain 
Black 
Other 

.89 

.99 
.67 
.77 

65.64 
55.94 

14.51 
13.25 

67.63 
65.80 

11.98 
8.58 

78.55 
75.63 

6.46 
598 

Total .92 .70 63.37 14.66 67.28 11.29 77,87 6.50 

12 Caucasian 
Black 
Other 

.84 1.24 
1.11 

08.04 
49.67 

16.42 
i:i.70 

74.13 
64.17 

10.75 
4.93 

82,60 
77.83 

678 
4.05 

;    Total .74 1.21 63.15 17.54 71.41 10.51 81.24 6.55 

13 Caucasiaii 
Black 
Other 

3.90 
3.75 
4.28 

2.21 
2.15 
2.61 

56,02 
47.21 
48.5; 

15.01 
12.65 
12.82 

48.87 
36.58 
37.09 

21.78 
15.50 
16.75 

83.13 
80.41 
81.62 

7.56 
6.62 
7.39 

Total 3.86 2.20 52.40 14.72 43.78 20.37 82.04 7.33 

14 Caucasian 
Black 
Other 

2.41 1.79 63.15 15.90 68.60 21.73 81.48 7J2 

Total 2.34 1.75 61.32 16.04 66.47 21.84 80.69 7.61 

15 Caucasian 
Black 
Other 

1.35 
1.31 
1.62 

2.02 
2.04 
2J6 

59.88 
50.54 
51.42 

15.99 
13.99 
13.09 

62.06 
51.23 
56.97 

20.62 
17.12 
17.14 

84.42 
79.19 
82 57 

7.78 
7.92 
7.26 

Total 1.35 2.03 57,98 16.03 59.94 20.40 83.41 8.06 

16 . Caucasian 
;    Black 

Other 

3.89 
3.81 
4.11 

1.89 
1.82 
2.04 

60.00 
48.41 
53.25 

16.45 
12.55 
16.51 

64.32 
51.60 
53.64 

17.66 
12.08 
14.82 

85.31 
80,02 
84.27 

7,4 i 
7.00 
7.55 

Total 3.88 1.88 57.45 16.42 61.44 17.42 84.20 7.63 

17 Caucasian 
Black 
Other 

1.44 
1.54 

.98 
1.05 

58.94 
47.85 

16.58 
14.10 

64.77 
56.54 

12.61 
7.88 

84,68 
80.2! 

6.38 
5.52 

Tot a] 1.46 1.00 56.86 16.72 63.31 12.29 83.87 6.45 

18 Caucasian 
Black 

2.45 
2.81 

1.68 
1.59 

58.54 
53.55 

15.49 
12.50 

72.35 
60.59 

12.65 
14.14 

89,28 
86.39 

4.09 
5.29 

Other - - - - - - - - 
Total 2.51 1.67 57.74 15.15 70.35 13.59 88.82 5.15 

19 Caucasian 
Black 
Other 

2.20 
2.26 

1.81 
1.79 

60.01 
50.37 

15,86 
13.23 

72.98 
63.08 

12.56 
12.77 

89.52 
86.19 

5.05 
5.24 

■    '."v"'- ■" ■   "^otaJ 2.20 1.81 58.51 15.89 71.49 13.07 89.02 5.24 

20 Caucasian 
Hack 
Other 

4.48 2.03 76.71 13.86 84.59 8.39 90.77 4.42 

Total 4.43 2.03 75.82 14.22 84.09 8.45 90.38 4.67 

21 Caucasian 
Black 
Other 

.90 

.64 
1.55 
1.39 

60.70 
48.11 

17.00 
10.18 

73.80 
55.00 

16.48 
11.95 

79.23 
72.00 

7.33 
6.51 

Total .87 1.53 59.33 16.82 71.76 17.06 78.51 7.53 

24 
26 
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Table Al (Continual) 

Sampi* 

Educ nd«K AFQT Satoct or Al 
Firm Scl>oa4 

Crada 

Group M«an SO M«in so Maan SO Main so 

->-» Caucasian 
Black 
Other 

09 .29 83.00 12.36 86.49 10.47 84.30 7.01 

Total .10 .30 82.49 12.46 86.13 10.59 84.30 7.08 

23 Caucasian 
Iflack 
Other 

,1.00 
2.92 

1.83 
1.80 

59.20 
49.16 

16.57 
10.98 

63.12 
53.16 

17.13 
14.25 

84.54 
79.51 

6.99 
6.86 

Total 2.99 1.83 57.11 16.16 61.05 17.16 83.54 7.26 
24 Caucasian 

Black 
Other 

1.85 
1.91 

1.73 
1.63 

59.48 
51.06 

15.07' 
12.54 

57.18 
41.90 

20.73 
16.52 

82.23 
78.64 

7.38 
6.96 

Total 1 H8 1.72 57.15 14.92 52.98 20.81 81.26 7.42 

25' Caucasian 
Black 
Other 

2.51 
1.95 

1.52 
1.43 

59.68 
50.13 

16.53 
14.41 

61.24 
47.53 

17.46 
15.52 

82.45 
76.39 

7.W 
7,01 

Total 2.4.^ 1.52 58.52 16.63 59.37 17.78 81.63 7.32 

26 Caucasian 
Black 
Otiicr 

2.20 
2.83 

1.65 
1.96 

54.54 
46.00 

15.90 
9.42 

59.51 
47.78 

17.10 
10.03 

80.92 
75.61 

6.80 
7,20 

Total 2.29 1.71 53.32 15.43 57.83 16.79 80.16 7,11 

27 Caucasian 
Black 
Other 

2.67 
2.71 

1.61 
1.49 

59.95 
82.52 

16.29 
5.46 

66.68 
59.65 

14.64 
13.15 

87.05 
82.52 

5,23 
5.46 

Total 2.68 1.58 56.58 16.36 64.68 14.50 85.81 5.66 

28 Caucasian 
Black 
Other 

2.39 
2.21 

1.91 
1.55 

53.92 
46.12 

15.45 
10.09 

54.61 
44.88 

15.74 
8.13 

85.29 
81.88 

5.43 
4.74 

Total 2.38 1.86 52.39 14.84 52.71 15.02 84.63 5.48 

2<) Caucasian 
Black 
Other 

2,41 
2.41 
3.38 

1.79 
1.58 
2.06 

58.07 
46.45 
54.05 

16.63 
12.66 
13.29 

53.92 
51.10 
51.38 

18.22 
15.44 
14.70 

83.11 
79.08 
82.75 

6.58 
5.94 
5.83 

Total 2.43 1.75 54.96 16.42 53.13 17.51 82.06 6.64 

30 Caucasian 
Black 
Other 

.51 

.44 
.60 
.66 

55.31 
49.71 

14.04 
12.86 

60.37 
57.50 

13.70 
11.66 

87.57 
84.68 

6J8 
7.69 

Total .49 .62 53.31 14.05 59.41 13.24 86.51 7.03 

31 Caucasian 
Black 
Other 

.83 
■      .86 

.88 

.87 
58.17 
47.46 

15.96 
13.24 

63.04 
56.77 

15.40 
11.98 

01.73 
87.45 

5.26 
6.10 

Total .84 .87 53.70 15.80 60.40 14.44 89.88 6,03 

32 Caucasian 
Black 
Other 

3.31 
3.18 
4.61 

1.92 
1.86 
2.25 

60.88 
51.33 
55.81 

16.59 
14.70 
18.30 

68.58 
62.81 
67.95 

14.35 
16.02 
16.30 

84.75 
81.92 
83.61 

7.14 
6.86 
7.26 

Total 3.32 1.94 57.66 16.67 66.74 15.22 83.81 7.18 
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TjhU- .42.  Vvithin Sex Meansand Standard Deviations 

S«mpi« 

Educ ln{3«jt AFQT S«>actor Al 
Flrul School 

Gr.il/-. 

Group M«jn SO M«an SD M«in so Mun so 

01 Mule 1.55 

1.62 
16') 

1.50 

73.44 

69.64 
i4.83 
15.00 

83.28 
78.18 

8.46 
12.52 

85.50 
83.20 

6.23 
6.53 

02 Male 
f eniiie 

4 02 
3.')4 

1.65 
1.72 

64,39 

61.74 
15.73 
15.41 

71.97 
68.71 

10,63 
10,16 

81.36 

82.00 
7.58 
6.90 

03 .Male 
1 enule 

3.70 
2.'>2 

1.82 
1.51 

77,06 
73,36 

13.52 
13.27 

87.75 
87.50 

5.45 
5.82 

89.18 
88.12 

5.24 
4.77 

04 Mdle 
Female 

2.(.S 
2.07 

1.68 
1.51 

64,/8 

57,97 
16.50 
15.67 

74.03 
70.26 

12.41 
11.88 

86.19 
85.94 

5.40 
5.64 

05 Male 
1 einale 

2.''4 

2.75 
1.7(, 
1.64 

60,06 

57.65 
15.97 
13.33 

70.78 
71.20 

9.36 

10.68 
S4.75 
84.78 

7.51 
7.35 

06 Maic 
1 eniale 

^ 7'' 
.v46 

2.66 
- 2.7f. 

77.70 
79.74 

13.58 
13.17 

85.20 
82.22 

7.25 
7.27 

84.95 
83.97 

6.03 
5.99 

07 .Male 
Female 

3.60 
3 40 

2.02 
l."4 

77.47 
77.57 

12.79 

12.23 
85.17 
80.00 

7.45 
6.77 

85.87 
85.06 

6.25 
6.01 

08 Male 
Female 

6.V4 
5.76 

2.S3 
2.74 

77.92 
81.65 

13.19 
11.98 

85.62 
82.63 

7.11 
6.91 

84.07 
83.96 

6.42 
6.59 

0«> M.ile 
Fem;de 

3,52 2.11 78.34 12.65 86.01 6.48 84.55 5.29 

It M.ile 
Female 

.'>3 .70 62.82 14.50 67.18 11.32 77.63 642^ 

12 Male 
Feiitale 

.72 1.20 62.69 17,39 71.29* 10.43 81.13 6.38 

13 Male 
Female 

4.1 3 
2.77 

•2.16 

2.05 
51,46 
56.13 

14,8! 
13,76 

47.53 
28.86 

19.93 
14.36 

82.45 
80.44 

7.29 
7.26 

14 M.tle 
Female 

2.35 

2.32 
1.80 
1.53 

60.41 

64.98 
16.21 
14.75 

73.64 

37.61 
1^.70 

19.11 

81.54 

•77.27 

7.43 

7.38 

15 .Male 
Female 

1.54 2.07 
1.72 

57.03 
61.34 

16.51 
13,58 

66.17 

38.00 
16.46 
17.59 

83.99 
81.34 

7.99 
7.98 

16 Male 
1 emale 

3.<)7 

3.52 
1.88 
1.85 

56.46 
61.71 

16.58 
14.97 

64.19 
49.58 

17.59 
10.19 

84.42 
83.26 

7.74 

7.07 

17 Male 
Female 

1.35 
2.28 

.97 

.80 
55.04 
69.87 

16.09 
15.24 

64.56 
54.31 

12.52 
4.27 

83.81 
84.28 

6.39 
6.89 

20 M.i!e 
Female 

4.44 2.03 75.75 14.22 84.11 8.47 90.45 4.57 • 

22 Male 
Female 

.10 

.08 
.30 
.27 

83.42 
80.51 

12.31 
12.54 

86.72 
84.88 

10.64 
10.37 

83.98 
84.99 

7.20 
6.75 

2> , Male 
Female 

2.'17 
3.10 

!.86 
1.71 

56.24 
60.50 

16.10 
15.93 

64.54 
4738 

16.21 
13.59 

83.46 
83.83 

7.20 
7.48 

24 Male 

Female 
1.86 
2.02 

1.70 
1.78 

56.26 
61.92 

14.99 
13.56 

57.43 
29.12 

18.78 
13.71 

81.56 
79.62 

7.35 
7.57 

25 Male 
Female 

2.72 
1.26 

1.46 
1.14 

58.00 
60.61 

17.04 
14.-73 

63.13 
44.50 

16.89 
12.69 

82.00 
80.15 

7.22 
7.52 

SSM*' 

27 
29 
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Table A2 (Continued) 

i 

SampM 

Educ Indflx AFQT Sfaor Al 
Fln»l School 

Gr«dt 

Group M«JO SD Mnn so M«ii SO Mun so 

27 Male 
E-'enialc 

2.68 1.58 56.57 16.37 64.69 14.51 85.81 5.66 

28 Male 
f"einale 

2.50 
1.59 

1.86 
1.65 

51.01 
61.69 

14.28 
15.20 

53.12 
50.00 

15.47 
11.22 

84.59 
84.86 

5.46 
5.61 

29 Male 
Female 

2.39 
2.72 

1.74 
1.76 

54.82 
55.87 

16,68 
14.55 

51.13 
66.58 

16.98 
14.87 

81.87 
83.34 

6.61 
6.72 

30 Male 
Female 

.49 

.49 
.63 
.61 

54.05 
51.53 

14.85 
i 1.67 

60.56 
56.62 

13.60 
11.85 

85.40 
89.20 

7.35 
5.30 

31 Male .85 .87 53.70 15.83 60.40 14,45 89.88 6.04 
Female - - - - - — - - 

32 Male 
Female 

3.44 
3.05 

2.00 
1.77 

58.34 
56.03 

17.19 
15.35 

65.24 
70.23 

15,55 
13.77 

83.78 
83.87 

7.19 
7.17 

33 Male 
Female 

1.06 
1.10 

1.10 
1.09 

50.93 
50.97 

15.01 
14.87 

60.98 
59.91 

13,54 
13.93 

82.27 
82.76 

6.98 
8.06 

34 Male 
Female 

4.73 
3.78 

2.18 
2.02 

69.77 
64.61 

18.76 
18.30 

87.50 
87.40 

5.84 
5.85 

80.43 
79.21 

7.89 
7.9S 

35 MaJe 
Female 

3.05 
2.60 

1.83 
1.67 

51.61 
53.23 

15.66 
13.44 

59.24 
64.20 

14.53 
14.78 

82.98 
84.20 

6.58 
6.69 

36 Male 
Female 

2.66 
2.35 

2.13 
1.93 

59.48 
60.63 

17.37 
15.22 

72.43 
73.97 

11.65 
12.13 

86.22 
87.14 

5.96 
5.67 

38 Male 
Famalc 

3.04 
2.52 

1.88 
1.66 

60.02 
56.26 

16.53 
14,15 

68.66 
66.29 

13.24 
12.19 

83.62 
81.36 

6.19 
6.02 

39 Male 
Female 

4.03 
3.93 

2.17 
2.12 

63.00 
61.88 

17.55 
15.55 

74.40 
72.82 

11.35 
12.53 

81.33 
82.52 

8.36 
8.27 

40 Male 
Female 

4.11 
3.65 

2.09 
2.02 

65.27 
61.60 

17.23 
15.33 

75.97 
74.88 

11.24 
10.57 

80.87 
80.97 

7.49 
7.48 

41 Male 
Female 

2.34 
2.41 

1.35 
1.14 

64.12 
65.57 

16.37 
16.21 

75..•'6 
76.43 

11.06 
11.61 

80 Jl 
81.94 

6.21 
6.30 

42 Male 
Female 

-1.09 
-1.11 

.57 

.67 
57.74 
52.52 

17.21 
13.47 

63,32 
61.43 

15.44 
12.17 

82.37 
79.75 

6.48 
6.08 

43 Male 
Female 

1.58 
1.16 

1.51 
1.44 

63.10 
59.32 

16.93 
15.20 

73.11 
72.04 

10J5 
10.14 

81.75 
82.46 

7.83 
7.51 

28-    30 
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I'ahlc A3. Technical Training Grades 
Predicted from Total Group 

Mean Predictor Scores' 

Group 

04 
05 
06 
08 
13 
\5 
16 
18 
19 
23 
24 
27 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

Y' 
(Caucailjn 
Equation) 

Y' 
(Blick 

Equitton) 

86.47 84.99 
85.19 83.84 
84.93 82.82 
84.24 81.82 
82.20 81.42 
84.01 80.14 
!i4.68 81.91 
89.06 87.40 
89.30 86.86 
84.15 79.19 
85.45 80.32 
86.88 82.96 
82.63 79.44 
87.43 84.69 
91.31 87.62 
84.32 82.40 
82 96 81.26 
80 46 77 84 
8-104 82.19 
87.07 84.58 
8^.00 82.19 
83 44 80.59 
83.22 77.94 
8201 77.39 

I'rcdutcd (.ntiTion scons were computed onl- for 
groups with 100 or more liUk students. Totil Croup Mci >$ 
on the Selector AI, the M QT, j„d the f ducation Index wcr' 
substituted inti) both tquations. 
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